PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: VWayne E. Mary S. Jones
DOCKET NO.: 05-01411.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 12-31-200-006

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are

Wayne E. Mary S. Jones, the appellants; and the Menard County
Board of Review.

The subject property consists of a 10.64-acre parcel inproved
with a 13-year-old, one-story style frane dwelling that contains
2,534 square feet of living area. Features of the home include
central air-conditioning, a partial finished basement and a 552
square foot garage.

The appellants appeared before the Property Tax Appeal Board
claimng unequal treatnment in the assessnent process regarding
the subject's land and inprovenents and overvaluation as the
bases of the appeal. In support of the land inequity argunent,
the appellants submtted informati on on three conparabl es | ocated
3 to 5 mles from the subject. The conparables range in size
from 0.39 acre to 2.92 acres. The conparables had |and
assessnents ranging from $1,734 to $6,186 or from $594 to $8, 469
per acre. The subject has a | and assessnent of $8,667 or $814.57
per acre.

In support of the inprovenent inequity argunent, the appellants
submitted inprovenent information on the sane three conparables
used to support the land inequity issue. The conparabl es consi st
of two, two-story style frame dwellings and one, part one and
one-hal f-story and part one-story style brick and frame dwelling.
The conparables are 8 or 28 years old and range in size from
2,470 to 2,688 square feet of living area. Features of the
conparables include central air-conditioning, one fireplace,
garages that contain from780 to 928 square feet of building area
and full or partial basenents, one of which is finished as a

(Conti nued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax

Appeal Board hereby finds no change in the assessnment of the
property as established by the Menard County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 8, 667
IMPR.:  $ 65, 141
TOTAL: $ 73, 808

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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recreation room These properties have inprovenent assessnents
ranging from $40,176 to $53,543 or from $16.26 to $20.78 per
square foot of living area. The subject has an inprovenent
assessnent of $65, 141 or $25.71 per square foot of |iving area.

In support of the overvaluation argunent, the appellants
subm tted an appraisal of the subject property with an effective
date of Decenber 21, 2005. The appraiser, who was not present at
the hearing to provide testinony regardi ng his methodol ogy, or be
cross-examned, wused only the sales conparison approach in
estimating a value for the subject of $225, 000. The apprai ser
exam ned three conparables located 0.71 nmle to 2.66 mles from

the subject. The conparables are situated on lots ranging from
0.74 acre to 5 acres in size and are inproved with two, two-story
style dwellings and one, one and one-half-story dwelling. The

properties range in age from2 to 15 years and range in size from
2,178 to 2,510 square feet of living area. The conparables were
reported to have two-car or three-car garages and full or partial
finished basenments. The conparabl es sold between April 2004 and
Sept ember 2005 for prices ranging from $207,000 to $229,000 or
from $84.98 to $91.83 per square foot of living area including
| and. The appraiser adjusted the conparables for such things as
lot size, living area, basenent finish and garage si ze. After
adjustnents the conparables had adjusted sales prices ranging
from $210,500 to $225, 400. The appraiser noted the subject's
five rural acres have simlar nmarket value to conparable one's
subdi vision | ot value. The appraiser also placed greatest weight
on conpar abl e one as being nost simlar to the subject.

The appellants subm tted additional evidence disputing the board
of review s cost estimates for various itens and proposed pricing
adjustnents for such things as finished basenent, patio, deck,
garage, plunbing fixtures, neighborhood factor, etc.

At the hearing, the hearing officer asked the appellants if they
had any experience or training as appraisers or assessors, to
which the appellants replied they did not. The appellants
testified their crawl space was inproperly assessed and has no
value and that their finished basenent should nore properly be
classified as a recreation room The appellants conpared their
finished basenent to their conparable one's recreation room and
opi ned there was no difference between the two properties. The
appel lants further testified the subject parcel contained 10.64
acres as of its January 1, 2005 assessnent date. The appellants
opi ned that nuch of the subject parcel is brush-covered hillsides
and should not be classified and assessed as residential |and

The appellants also testified that no subdivision factor should
be applied to the subject property because of its rural |ocation
which is not in a subdivision.
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During cross exam nation, the board of reviews representative
asked the appellants what they thought was the value of

residential brush-covered | and. The appellants had no market
data to support their contention that the brush areas had little
val ue. The representative then asked the appellants how they

determ ned the per square foot adjustnents they attenpted to neke
to their conparables. The appellants responded that they | ooked

at the property record cards. The representative then asked
whet her the adjustnents clained by the appellants were adjusted
for house style, size or construction quality. The appel |l ants

responded that they made no such adjustnents. The representative
then asked how the appellants based their claimthat the subject
shoul d not have a subdivision or neighborhood factor applied to
its assessnent. The appellants responded that they found a
conmparabl e that had no such factors applied and that the subject
shoul d |i kewi se have no such factors.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's total assessnent of $73,808 was
di scl osed. The subject has an estinated nmarket val ue of $219, 015
or $86.43 per square foot of living area including l|and, as
reflected by its assessnent and Menard County's 2005 three-year
nmedi an | evel of assessnents of 33.70%

The board of review failed to submt any conparables directly in
support of the subject's assessnent, but submtted instead a
critique of the appellants' conparables. The board of review
al so submtted a list of 81 properties in the subject's township.
The list included nobile hones, m scellaneous buildings and a
wi de variety of housing styles. The list included only limted
i nformati on such as design and square footage of land and |iving
area. No other descriptive informati on was provi ded.

At the hearing, the board of reviews representative testified
the appellants' conparables were dissimlar to the subject in
terns of size, design, or location and that the subject's land is
entirely residential. The representative also testified the
apprai sal of the subject that was submtted by the appellants is
the best indication of the subject's market value. Regarding the
adjustnments to the subject that were requested by the appellants,
the representative testified those adjustnents have no basis in
apprai sal or assessnent nethodol ogy. The nei ghborhood and
subdi vi sion factors applied to the subject are based on different
markets within the county. The subdivision factor is nerely a
term used to capture sales data and is really a location factor
neant to adjust for local market conditions. The subject has a
subdi vision factor because its location in the south-central
portion of the county allows devel opnent of five-acre tracts and,
as a neighborhood, the nmarket area requires adjustnent of cost
t abl es. Regarding the recreation room of the appellants'
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conparabl e one, the representative testified that classification
was in error and that the conparable's assessnent was corrected
in 2006 to reflect finished living space |ike the subject. The
representative testified the cost tables in the Illinois Real
Property Appraisal Manual were used to value the subject dwelling
and the appellant's conparables and that he believed they had
been valued correctly on that basis. Finally, the representative
testified the appellants' conparables were inferior in quality of
conponents and construction when conpared to the subject.

During cross-exam nation, the appellants asked the board of
review s representative why the subject had a 1.20 subdivision
and nei ghborhood factors are applied to its assessnent. The
representative responded that neighborhood factors are derived
from market data and sone areas do not have such factors applied
because sales do not justify them One of the appellants’
conpar abl es has a 1.25 subdivision factor and two conparabl es are
in areas where a factor is not warranted, based on sales.
Finally, the appellants questioned the board of reviews
representative regarding the $14.45 per square foot cost of the
subj ect's deck, claimng the deck shoul d have been priced at just
$10. 85 per square foot. In response, the representative stated
that the $10.85 price was from the 1998 Illinois Real Property
Apprai sal Manual, while the higher $14.45 cost was from the
updat ed 2005 cost tabl es.

After reviewng the record and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal. The Property Tax
Appeal Board further finds that a reduction in the subject's
assessnent is not warranted. The appellants' argunent was
unequal treatnent in the assessnment process. The [Illinois
Suprenme Court has held that taxpayers who object to an assessnent
on the basis of lack of uniformty bear the burden of proving the
di sparity of assessnent valuations by clear and convincing
evi dence. Kankakee County Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal

Board, 131 IIl.2d 1 (1989). The evidence nust denonstrate a
consi stent pattern of assessnent inequities within the assessnent
jurisdiction. After an analysis of the assessnent data, the
Board finds the appell ants have not overcone this burden.

Regarding the appellants' land inequity contention, the Board
finds the appellants submtted information on three conparables
while the board of review submtted no conparables. The

appel l ants' conparables were considerably snaller than the
subject, ranging in size from 0.39 acre to 2.92 acres, and had
| and assessments ranging from $594 to $8,469 per acre. The
10. 64-acre subject parcel had a |and assessnment of $814.57 per
acre, which falls near the low end of this range. Therefore, the
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Board finds the subject's l|land assessnment is supported by the
appel I ants' own conpar abl es.

Regarding the appellants' inprovenent inequity contention, the
Board finds the appellants submtted information on the sane
three conparables used in the land inequity argunent, but the
board of review submtted a list of 81 conparables with limted
i nformati on. The Board gave little weight to the board of
review s list of conparables because the list included nobile
hones and a hodgepodge of dissimlar properties with insufficient
descriptive data to reasonably conpare to the subject.
Notwi t hstanding the board of review failure to submt useable
conparables in support of the subject's assessnment, the Board
finds the appellants' conparables differed significantly in
design and | ocation when conpared to the subject. Two of the
conparables were two-story dwellings, while the third was a one
and one-half-story design. The conparables were thus dissimlar
to the subject's one-story design and were located 3 to 5 mles
fromthe subject. Therefore, the Board gave little weight to the
appel | ant' s conpar abl es. The Board also gave little weight to
the appellants' adjustnents to various conponents of the subject
property. The Board finds the appellants admtted they had no
basis for their adjustnments and further finds that the board of
review s representative adequately supported the subject's
subdi vision factor with reasoned testinony. The Board al so finds
the representative's testinony adequately refuted the appellants’
all egations regarding the supposed incorrect pricing of the
subject's finished basenent, crawl space, deck and other
f eat ures. In sunmary, the Board finds the appellants have not
met their burden of proving assessnment inequity by clear and
convi nci ng evi dence.

The appellants also argued overvaluation as a basis of the
appeal . \When nmarket value is the basis of the appeal, the value
nmust be proved by a preponderance of the evidence. W nnebago
County Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 313
I11.App.3d 179, 183, 728 N E. 2" 1256 (2" Dist. 2000). After
anal yzing the market evidence submtted, the Board finds the
appel l ants have failed to overcone this burden.

Regardi ng the appellants' overval uati on argunent, the Board finds
they submtted an appraisal of the subject with a nmarket value
estimte of $225, 000. Because the apprai ser was not present at
the hearing to provide testinony or be cross exam ned, the Board
gave little weight to the appellants' appraisal. Nonet hel ess,
the Board finds the subject's estimted market value of $219, 015
as reflected by its assessnent is supported by the appellants’
appr ai sal .
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In conclusion, the Board finds the appellants have failed to
prove unequal treatnent in the assessnent process by clear and

convincing evidence or overvaluation by a preponderance of the
evi dence and the subject's assessnent is correct and no reduction

i s warranted.
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This is a final adm nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal

Board are subject to reviewin the Grcuit Court or Appellate Court
under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735 |ILCS

5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.

L o

Chai r man

>

Menber Menber

Menber Menber
DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[I'linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: Septenber 28, 2007

D ot

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE

Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:
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"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
complaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnent of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’' s decision, appeal the assessnment for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLCSED DECI SI ON | N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of vyour County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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